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CORONA, J.

Before us is a petition for review assailing the decision[1] dated January 7, 1999 of the Court of Appeals:

WHEREFORE, the judgment herein appealed from is hereby REVERSED, and the lower court is hereby
directed to issue a decree of registration over Lot No. 1243 in favor of the applicants.

SO ORDERED.[2]

This controversy stems from a petition for the registration, filed by private respondents, of a 6.2556 hectare parcel
of land identified as Lot 1243.

In their application, private respondents, the successors-in-interest of Socorro Reyes vda. de Poblete (Socorro),
claimed that Lot 1243 was donated by Marcelo Reyes Sr. (Marcelo Sr.) to Socorro, his daughter by a second
marriage; that the cadastral survey of Lot 1243 had been undertaken primarily for and in the name of Socorro; that
they purchased the same land from their parents Socorro and Juan Poblete; and that they and their predecessors in
interest have been in open, continuous, peaceful and notorious possession of the subject lot in the concept of
owner for more than 50 years. Thus, they prayed that the land be registered in their names as co-owners.

Petitioners, Marcelo Sr.'s children by his third marriage, opposed said application alleging that Lot 1243 had been
acquired by the deceased Marcelo Reyes, Sr. by purchase from a certain Juan Aranda. Hence, said lot should be
awarded to them as their father's lawful heirs.

In the course of the proceedings, private respondents presented three witnesses, namely, Socorro Reyes Poblete,
Pantaleon Garcia Ancero and Cecilia Poblete. The material portions of their testimonies were summarized by the
appellate court as follows:

SOCORRO REYES VDA. DE POBLETE, an octogenarian, testified that Lot No. 1243 was given to her by her
father, Marcelo Reyes, Sr. in 1932, by way of a deed of donation which was destroyed when her house was
burned.

Her father was married twice. By his first marriage, he had two daughters, Candida and Carmen. By his second
marriage, he also had two daughters, Socorro and Henerosa, who is already dead. He had other children, who
are the oppositors in this case. Her father had given her sisters Candida and Carmen other parcels of land also.
The oppositors Sinos (or Seno) were given five carabaos and financial support.

She had Lot No. 1243 planted to sugar cane and palay, and had the same surveyed by the Bureau of Lands in
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her name (Exh. "F"). She also had it tax declared in her name (Exh. "G") and had been paying the taxes
thereon until she sold it to her children, the petitioners herein (Exh. "I"). She did not have the land registered at
once because she thought that it first had to be tax declared.

PANTALEON GARCIA ANCERO testified that he was working in Lot No. 1243 since 1942 or 1943 first as a
tenant of Socorro Reyes and thereafter of petitioner Celia Poblete. The latter sold the property two years ago to
a Chinaman, and he was paid P700,000.00.

Of the oppositors, he knows only Marcelo Reyes, Jr. who was a candidate for councilor and asked his help in
the election campaign, and Dominador Seno who went to the field he was cultivating twice to get a share of the
harvest.

CELIA POBLETE testified that on August 10, 1983, she and her sisters bought Lot No. 1243 for P39,000.00
from her mother, who acquired it more than fifty years before from her father Marcelo Reyes, Sr. She brought
the deed of sale to the Provincial Capitol and had the tax declaration transferred to her and her and her sisters'
names (Exh. "J"), and they have been paying the real estate tax since then (Exh. "K"). Their mother and they
have been in possession of the property for 60 years already.

The oppositors are half brothers and sisters of her mother, and they had good relations before. The oppositors
knew about the exclusive possession of Lot No. 1243 by their mother, because they lived only some 150
meters away and saw their mother harvesting the fruits of the land. They sometimes even asked her for some of
the harvest of the land but they never made a claim on it.

The applicants sold the property to Winthrop Corporation for P20 million, of which P3 million has been paid,
and the balance to be paid upon registration of the land.[3]

To buttress their claim over Lot 1243, private respondents ventured to prove that it was Marcelo Sr.'s practice to
give all his children by each of his three wives similar gifts of land; that pursuant to this practice, Marcelo Sr.
gave a six-hectare lot to his daughters by the first marriage, Candida and Carmen Reyes; that Lot 1243 measuring
6.25 hectares was given to his daughter by a second marriage, private respondents' mother Socorro; that another
six-hectare lot was given to his children by a third marriage, petitioners Adoracion B. Bautista, Librada R.
Ponciano, Estela R. Quiambao and Marcelo Reyes, Jr.; and finally, Marcelo Sr. gave five carabaos and financial
support to his illegitimate children, petitioners Jose, Leonila and Dominador, all surnamed Sino.

Private respondents failed to present the deed of donation by which Marcelo Sr. allegedly gave Lot 1243 to
Socorro, claiming that the deed was burned when fire razed their house sometime in 1980. Thus, the trial court
dismissed the petition for registration.

On appeal, the Court of Appeals considered private respondents' contention that even if the donation may have
been invalid, the same could still serve as basis for acquisitive prescription. Consequently, the appellate court
reversed the trial court's decision and ordered the issuance of a decree of registration over Lot 1243 in favor of
private respondents. Hence, this petition.

Perusal of the records reveals that Socorro Reyes was already in physical possession of Lot 1243 as early as 1934,
even before the death of Marcelo Sr., and had the land planted to sugarcane and palay. Socorro filed her
application as claimant of Lot 1243 with the Bureau of Lands way back in 1940 when the latter conducted a
cadastral survey. This was evidenced by the Cadastral Cost Register bearing on record that Socorro paid the
amount of P4.24, the owner's proportionate cost for the cadastral survey of Lot 1243.

Socorro's claim in Cad. 285, Carmona Cadastre, Case 2 was approved on August 5, 1941. The following year, she
had the land tenanted by a certain Pantaleon Ancero.
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In 1948, Socorro registered Lot 1243 in her name under tax declaration no. 1430 and, thereafter, religiously paid
the real estate tax on the property.

On August 1, 1983, Socorro sold Lot 1243 to her children, the private respondents.

On October 27, 1983, private respondents obtained a Declaration of Real Property in their favor under PD 464
otherwise known as The Real Property Tax Code.

Finally, on August 28, 1991, private respondents filed a Petition for Registration of Title to Lot 1243 before the
lower court in order to perfect the sale of the lot to Winthrop Realty Corporation for P20,694,600.

Petitioners insist that Socorro expressly and impliedly recognized their rights as her co-heirs when she was
entrusted with the management of the land in 1934; that the harvest had always been divided among the heirs,
with petitioner Dominador Sino representing the others in getting their respective shares; that there was a demand
for partition but it did not push through because the land was tenanted.

However, other than the bare allegation of cestui que trust, petitioners failed to present proof of their claim. There
was no evidence showing that Socorro managed Lot 1243 on behalf of Marcelo Sr.'s heirs, including petitioners.

Furthermore, petitioner Marcelo Jr. admitted that Lot 1243 was the only property left by his father Marcelo Sr.
when he died; that Marcelo Sr. gave a six-hectare lot to his (Marcelo Jr.'s) mother which they sold in 1951,
bolstering private respondents' claim that Marcelo Sr. had given land to each of his four families.

Petitioners were obviously engaged in a "fishing expedition" when they opposed private respondents' petition for
registration of Lot 1243. Petitioner Marcelo, Jr. was not even sure if they were co-owners of the property. This
uncertainty explained why none of the petitioners was ever in actual possession of the property. He also admitted
that he did not know if Socorro inherited any property from their father. They were allegedly surprised when they
learned that the property was already in Socorro's name.

The fact that petitioner Dominador Sino allegedly got a share of the harvest twice did not disprove at all that the
entire harvest belonged to Socorro. At most, these two occasions only proved Socorro's generosity to him,
considering that he was an illegitimate child and received almost nothing by way of inheritance. Marcelo Sr., died
in 1932 under the regime of the old Civil Code which granted no successional rights to illegitimate children.
Corollarily, the inheritance rights established by the new Civil Code in favor of illegitimate children could be
claimed only by those whose parents died after the effectivity of the law on August 30, 1950.[4] Thus, petitioners
Jose, Leonila and Dominador never really had any cause of action against private respondents.

Quite telling too was the admission of Felino Quiambao, petitioner's attorney-in-fact, that neither he nor any of
petitioners (except Jose Sino) had ever been to the disputed land despite the fact that they lived only 150 meters
away from the residence of Socorro in Carmona, Cavite; that they never filed any answer or objection to the claim
of Socorro in the cadastral proceedings over Lot 1243.[5]

There is a close parallelism between this case and Pensader v. Pensader [6] wherein the Court held that:

It was not shown that such possession was in common with the plaintiffs. As above stated, the origin of said
possession is adverse to such community, namely, the donation, which although it is not established by a
sufficient documentary evidence, stands in this case as a circumstance explaining the exclusive character of the
possession of Maria Revelar and Alejandra Pensader and that of their common successor in interest Silverio P.
Revelar.

The ruling was reiterated in Espique v. Espique[7] where the Court made the following pronouncement:

There is no question that the donation in question is invalid because it involves an immovable property and the
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donation was not made in a public document as required by Article 633 of the old Civil Code, in connection
with Article 1328 of the same Code (concerning gifts propter nuptias), but it does not follow that said donation
may not serve as basis of acquisitive prescription when on the strength thereof the donee has taken possession
of the property adversely and in the concept of owner.

The appellate court, upon meticulous review of the records, found that private respondents' possession of Lot
1243 since 1934 was adverse, continuous, open, public, peaceful and uninterrupted, and in the concept of an
owner. This case was filed only in 1991. All this time, Socorro was exercising acts of dominion over the land such
as enjoying its fruits to the exclusion of all others, having the land cadastrally surveyed in her name and faithfully
paying realty taxes on Lot 1243 in her name. Assuming but not conceding that there existed an implied trust
between the parties, Socorro's aforementioned acts of dominion clearly repudiated such trust. It is the essence of
the statute of limitations that, whether the party had the right to the possession or not, if he entered under the
claim of such right and remained in possession for the period required for acquisitive prescription, the right of
action of a party claiming title is barred by that adverse possession. The right given by the statute of limitations
does not depend on and has no necessary connection to the validity of the claim under which the possession is
held.[8]

The donation of Lot 1243 to Socorro was made in 1932. She took possession of the land immediately thereafter.
Under the Code of Civil Procedure which was then in force, ten years of adverse possession by the person
claiming to be the owner, in whatever way such occupancy may have commenced, shall vest in the actual
possessor of the land a full and complete title.[9]

It is a settled rule that findings of fact of the Court of Appeals are binding upon this Court if borne out by the
evidence on record. We find no reversible error in the appellate court's decision. Thus, we declare that no
co-ownership existed between petitioners and respondents. Socorro obtained possession of the land even before
Marcelo Sr. died. After his death, Socorro continued to enjoy exclusive possession of the land with no objection
from petitioners. The land was cadastrally surveyed and tax-declared in her name, again with no protestation from
petitioners. It was only when Lot 1243 was sold for P20.7 million that petitioners suddenly fantasized about being
co-owners thereof and wanted to share in the bonanza.

WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby DENIED and the assailed decision AFFIRMED.

Costs against petitioners.

SO ORDERED.

Panganiban, (Chairman), Sandoval-Gutierrez, Carpio-Morales and Garcia, JJ., concur.

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Hector L. Hofileña and concurred in by Associate Justices Jorge S. Imperial and
Omar U. Amin of the Second Division.

[2] Rollo, p. 40.

[3] Rollo, pp. 34-35.

[4] Tolentino, Civil Code of the Philippines, 1973 edition, Volume III, p. 233

[5] Under the Cadastral Law, the Application/Answer constitutes public notice of a claim of exclusive and
adverse possession and ownership over the lot.

[6] 47 Phil. 959 (1924).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 141007. September 13, 2005

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



[7] 99 Phil. 448 (1956).

[8] Solis v. Court of Appeals, G.R. Nos. 467753-54, 25 August 1989, 176 SCRA 678.

[9] Miraflor v. Court of Appeals, 225 Phil. 504 (1986).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 141007. September 13, 2005

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 141007. September 13, 2005

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org


